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HARYANA GOVT GAZ.., FEB . 13 , 1968 (MAGHA 24. 1889 SAKA : 


( PART 1 


The 5th February, 1968 
No. 896, Project (4)/1172/67/IV.- Whertäs lit presicent of India is : a! stied 
that the land specified below is needed by the Gove, nment, ai he public cxpunkt , fos 
a public purpose , namely , for installing Kiln Orposite R.D. 1,03.613 to 1,04 200 of 
Parallel Dehli Branch in village Naraina tehsil Pinipat, district Karnal, ii is hereby 
declared that the land described in the specification below is required fui he ahove 
purpose 

This declaration is made under the provisiuns of secticn 6 of the Land 
Acqusition Act, 1894 , to all whom ir may concein and under the provisions of section 
7 of the said Act, the lod Acquisition Officer P.W.D. B., & R. Ambala , is directed to 
take order for the said land . 

In view of the urgency of the acquisition , the President of India in exerciso 
of the powers under section 17 (1) of the said Act , is further pleased to direct that the 
Land Acquisition Officer, P. W.D., B. & R. Anbala , shall proceed to take possession 
out of the land herein specified any waste or arable land in accordance there with . 

Plans of the land may be inspected in the cffices of the Land Aquisition 
Officer, P. W. D., B. & R., Ambala , and the Executive Engineer , Construction 
Division , No. 3 , Panipat . 


SPECIFICATION 


District 


Tehsil 


Boundaries 


Village ) 
Hadbast No. 


Area in 
acres 


Karnal 


Panipat 


Naraina 


74 


8.0 A plot of land comprising of 

killa Nos . 59/12 , 59/9 , 
59/13 , 59/8 , 59/3, 59 / 14.59.7 
and 59/4 opposite R. D. 
1,03,613 to 104,200 of parallel 
Delhi Barich 

in village 
Naraina , tehsil Panipat, 
district Karnal, as demarcat 
ed at site and shown 
the plan . 


on 


By order of the President of India , 


B. S. BANSAL , 

Chief Engireer 
Ligrion Projects , Haryana . 

Chandigarh . 


LABOUR DEPARTMENT 


The Sth February , 1968 


No. 1257. Lab -67 1097.- n suferecssion of Haryana Government Notification No. 6463-3Lab 
67 27237 , dated the 30th September , 1967, and in exercise of the powers conferred by sub - section (i) of 
section 8 of the Factories Act, 1948 ( Act No. 63 of 1948 ) and all others powers enabling him in this 
behalf , the President of India is pleased to ppoint the following officers of the Labour Department to be 
Inspectors for the purposes of tile said Act, within the local limits specified against each : 


Serial 
No. 


Designation of the Officer s 


Local Limits 


1 . 


Deputy Labour Commissioner, Haryana . 


Whole of Haryana State 


2 . 


3 . 


Deputy Chief Inspector of Factories. 
Medical Inspector of Factories 
Labour Inspector of (Headqurters). 


Whole of Haryana State 
Whole of Haryana State 
Whole of Haryana State 


4 . 


) 
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S. No. 


Designation of the officers 


Local Lin its 


5 . 


Labour Officer- crm - ( onciliation 

Officer, Yamunanagar . 


ristrict of imbala and Karnal (except Panipat 

Tebsil of Karnal District). 


Labour Officer -cum -ronciliation 

Officer , Sonepat 


Districts of Rohtak , Jind and Panipat, Tehsil 

of Karnal Cistrict 


7 . 


I ab ur Officcr- cum - r onciliation 

Officer, Faridaba !, Circle L. 


Old Faridabad of Rohtak ( ocal limits of 

Munic pal rommittees , Fari. abad Township 
(local limits of Municipalommittees exclud 
ing sides on the roart le ding from on the 
road Auto pins to Vult ple Engineering 
Industries and all the facto ies on both sides 
( f Vathura Road beginning from Holiday 
INN up to the end of the border of 
Ballabgarh Tehsil on the South . 


8 . 


Labour Officer cum -ronciliation 

Officer Faridabad No. !! 


Rest of Gurgaon District including whole of 

Talwal * chsil and Pallahgarh Tehsil ( excluding 
the area of Labour Officer-cum - Conciliation 
Officer. Circle ) 


9 . 


Labour Officer - cum - Conciliation 

Officer, Bhiwani 


District of Hissar and Mohindergarh 


10 . 


Inspector of Factorics, Ambala Cantt. 


Imbala District 


it. 


Inspector of Factories, Rohtak 


Di trict of Rohtak and Karna ! 


Inspector of factories Faridbad 


District Gurgaon 


Inspector of factories , Bhiwani 


District of Hissar, Jind and Mohindergarh 


it. 


Labour laspector. Yamunanagar 


agadhri Tehsil 


I abour Inspector , mbala 


mbala Tehsi Naraingarb Tehsil and part of 
Kharar, Tehsil falling in Haryana 


16 . 


Labour aspector, Karnal 


Distr ct of Karnal (except Panipat Tehsil and 

und District 


J.abour Inspector, Gurgaon 


Di-trict of Gurgaon except Bailabgarb and Palwal 

Tehsil) 


18 . 


Labo 


1.spector, hiwan 


Vohinderg rh District, Bhiwani Tehsil, o Hissar 

Mist ict and Rohtak ichsil of Roh : ak District 


19 . 


Labour Inspector, Son pat 


Friss r District (except Bhiwani Tehsil) 


20 . 


1.abour ! nspe.to , Soncpat 


Rohtak District (crcept Rohtak Tehsil) and ripat 

ehilf Carnal District 


Lahour insectic, Farida had 1 


Old Far dabad ( local limits of Municipal 

ommittee ) Faridahal Té wnship (local limits of 
Municipal Committee ) exc uding sides on the 
oad cading fromuto Pins to Vultiple Iogi 
ncer a Industries and all the factories on birth 

ides of Mathira Road hegin ning from Folid y 
" Vip to the endoth order of Ballabgarh 

ehsil on the south 


- 


-T 


1. " hour inspector, Faridabad il 


Whole of Palwal Tehsil and gllabgarh Tehsil 

( excluding the arca of Labor inspector Circle I) 


R.I.N. HOOJA , Secy . 


I, IBOUR IN EVITOYMENT DEPARTMENTS 


ihe 23 Ja i ary 269 
V 1 ! 1 4-2La0-67;51.- xerci e of the powers confere by clausa o sub-:ection (in of 
stiri of h Minimin Wae: Vit. 1.!! . * ; tra ! A X of 191? ), the sesi lent of India is pleas 

t appoil th ; com nittee consistin : of h : foll :ving prilli tohiinquires and adv s : the Gov mn 
ment for f xing minimum rates of wag - s ia l esport oi e ploy ilunt in otton Girning and Pressing 
Facto . ies in the State of Haryana . 
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Covernment nominee who do not reprecni ar , ind : 12 
1 Labour Commissioner , Haryana 

Chairman 
Employers Representatives 
1. Shri Ashwani Kumar coM SPBanke Mal- Naranjan Dass . Kuithal .. Member 
7. Shri Ram Sarup Ginta , clo M /s Ramjas Mal- ulu Ram , co ton 
ard Oil Mills, Karnal 

Do 
Shri Banwari Lal of Mis Harji Ram -Balwant Siny , Cotton Gin 
ning Factory , Sirsa , district Hissar 

Do 
E.nployees Reprezentalis es 
1. Shri Sib Ram , son of Sundër Lal, en ine Driver , c o Babyal Cotion 
l actory , Ambala City 

Do 
2. S ui Ram Kishan , son of Shri Mun hi Rm , Fitter , co Babyal 
otton story , Ambala City 

Do 
? Shi tkam Singh , clo Napak Chand Ginning Merchants, Kewa ! 
Gani, Rohtak 

Do 
2. The Committee shall make its recommendations to Government within fuur months of the 
date of issue of this not fication . 

? he headquarters of the Committee shall be at Chandigurh but it can hold meetings at any 
place in the State o . Haryana if and when considered nec: ssary . 


R.I. ROOJ, A , Secy . 


LABOUR DEPARTMENT 

Whether the termination of services of the 
The 31st January , 1968 

following workmen was legal, justified , and in 
No. 818-3Lab .-68 / 2981.-- In pursuance of the order ? If not, to what relief compensation they 
provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes are entitled ? 
Act, 1947 (Act No. XIV of 1947), the President of ( 1) Shri Jasmer Singh . 
India is pleased to publish the following award of ( 2 ) Krishan Lal. 
the Presiding Officer Labour Court, Rohtak , in 

( 3 ) Shri Kartara Ram . 
respect of the dispute between the workmen and 

(4 ) Shri Krishan Lal Thapay. 
management of M / s Prakash Metal Industries, 

(5 ) Shri Om Parkash . 
Jagadhri, 

( 6 ) Shri Sikander Lal . 
BEFORE SHRI P. N. THUKRAL , PRESIDING 

(7 ) Shri Baru Ram . 
OFFICER , LABOUR COURT, ROHTAK 

( 8 ) Shri Mohan Lal. 
Reference No. 1 of 1967 

( 9 ) Shri Delay Ram . 
between 

( 10 ) Shri Inder Jit. 
The Workmen and the Management of M / s 

(11 ) Shri Hari Krishan . 
Prakash Metal Industries, Jagadhri. 

( 12 ) Shri Mam Raj. 
Present : 

( 13) Shri Tej Ram . 
Shri Madhu Sudan Saran Gowshish , for the 

On receipt of the reference usual notices 
Workmen . 
Shri R. L. Gupta , for the Management. 

were issued to the parties in response to which 
AWARD 

they filed their statements of claim and the 
Sarvshri Jasmer Singh, 2. Krishan Lal, 3. rejoinder to the same. Shri Jasmer Singh claim 
Kartara Ram , 4. Krishan Lal Thapay, 5. Om 

ant says that he was employed by the respondent 
Parkash , 6. Sikander Lal, 7. Baru Ram , 8. Mohan 

concern in the Niare Section . SarvshriKrishan Lal. 
La ), 9. Delay Ram , 10. Inder Jit, 11. Hari Krishan , Kartar Ram , Krishan Lal Thapay, Om Parkash , 

Sikandar Lal, Mohan Lal, Delay Ram , and Tej 
12. Mam Raj, 13. Tej Ram , claim that they were 
in the service of M / s Parkash Metal Industries, Ram say that they were employed in the Rolling 
Javadhri and that their services have been wrongly Raj say that they were employed in the Lathe 
terminated from February , 1967 . The case of 

Section . Shri Baru Ram in the statement of claim 
the management is that out of the claimants 

has not stated in which section he was employed . 
named above , Sarvshri Jasmer Singh , along with 
one Ram Sarup , Krishan Lal and Inderjit along All the claimants allege that their services have 
with ore Bal Mukand were working as indepen been wrongly terminated with effect from Febru 

ary , 1966. It is alleged that neither the factory 
dent contractors for the respondent Company and ary, 1966. 

nor the section in which they were working has 
that claimant Nos . 3 to 9 and 13 were the em 

been closed down . No chargesheet was given to 
ployees of Krishan Lal claimant while claimant 

them . Hence the termination of their services 
Nos . 11 and 12 were the employees of Inder Jit 

was illegal and unjustified . It is therefore , 
claimant and so the question of their alleged 
wrongful termination from services does not arise. prayed that they may be reinstated with continuity 

of service and full back wages . 
This gave rise to an industrial dispute and the 
Governor of Haryana in exercise of the powers 

On behalf of the management a preliminary 
conferred by clause ( c ) of sub -section 

( 1 ) of 

obiection has been raised that the order of 
section 10 read with proviso to that sub - section of reference is an out- come of individual complaints 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the of the persons mentioned in the order of reference 
following disputes to this Court for adjudica- whereas the refrrence postulates a dispute bet 
tion . vide Haryana Government Gazette Noti ween the workmen as a class and the manage 
fication No. 11-SF -III-Lab .-66 / 3107 , dated 15th ment of M / s Parkash Metal Industries, Jagadhri. 
December , 1966 . 

It is alleged that the ceuse of he workmen was 
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not espoused by any workmen of the establishment ( 2 ) That the claimants aforesaid with the help 
at any stage and as such the order of reference in of the other claimants actually worked as inde 
the present form was not an industrial dispute pendent contractors and the management had no 
and this Court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate control over the manner in which they perform 
upon it. As regards the merits , it is pleaded that their work . 
the claimants were cither independent contractors 

I will now exumine the evidence produced 
or their employees and there was no relationship by the management in order to see if the case of 
of master and servant between the management the management as given above is proved . 
and the claimants and as such they could not 
raise any dispute nor the Haryana Government 

The management have examined 5 witnesses, 
could refer the matter for adjudication and for Laxmi Chand , Ram Sarup. Antu Ram and Shri 

namely, Sarvshri D. N. Julka , Bal Mukand , 
this reason also this Court has no jurisdiction to Bal Kirshan , partner of the respondent, concern , 
proceed with the matter . 
From the pleading of the parties my learned have relied upon : large number of documents. 

has appeared as his own witness . In addition they 
predecessor Shri Hans Raj Gupta framed the 
following issues : 

Shri D. N. Julka . M.W. 1. is a Labour Inspector . 
( 1) Whether this Court has no jurisdiction He states tht he had prosecuted Sarvshri Nand 
to try the present dispute on the 

Kishor Gupta . Bal Wukand and also Krishan Lal 
grounds alleged in the written state- and Inder Jit . claimaat:, because it was found that 
ments under the heading preliminary they were working with the aid of power and had 
legal objections ? 

employed more than ten persons but had not got 
( 2 ) Whether the claimants mentioned in their factory registered separately . The witness 

the order of references are independent says that these persons were working in the pre 
contractors or their employees ? 

mises of the respondent firm but they had been 
( 3 ) If the issues Nos . 1 and 2 are decided allowed separate portion and that Shri Krishan 

against the management whether the Lal in his letter Ex. MW 1 : 2 admitted that he 
termination of services of the claimants was an independent contractor and not an em 
is justified and in order ? 

ployee of the respondent firm . The evidence of 
( 4 ) Relief. 

this witness i.: not sufficient to prove that Krishan 
Issue No. 1 . 

Lal was in fict working as an independent con 
The allegation of the claimants is that they 

tractor , The Labour Inspector might have 
were the cmployees of the respondent concern 

challaned Shri Krishan Lal claimant under a mis 
and their services have been wrongly terminated , apprehension that he was an independent con 
Under Section 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act. * rectror and the management might have obtained 
1947 , an individual workman can now raise an 

on admis ir of his guilt but as has rightly been 
industrial dispute if he is aggrieved by reason of pointed out by the ivarned representative of the 
his discharge , dismissal, retrenchment from ser 

aimants , we have to smp the real relationship 
vice. The order of reference can not, therefore, which existed between the partics and not merely 
be said to be illegal and this Court has jurisdic - book to the documents . The witness has abso 
tion to adjudicate upon this dispute . 

lutely no wedge as o what was the real 
Under the heading preliminary legal objec- status of Shri Krishan Lal that is whether he was 
tions, the management has also raised an objection an independent contractor or an employee like 
that the claimants are either independent contrac. the other werkmen . 
tors or their employees and there was no relation 

Shri I armi Chand who is supposed to have 
ship of master and servant between the manage- been en- ployed as a munim by the so called 
ment and the claimants and for this reason also 

independent contractor has also 

has also appeared on 
the order of reference was not valid and this behalf of the 

managerrent. He says that he 
Court has no jurisdiction . The question as to maintained the variaus rerristers of the contractors 
whether the claimants were independent contrac- who usd to mrke payment to him . He says that 
tors or their employees or whether all of them he is worl:in in number of factories and had 
were the employees of the management would be brought the neensaory records summoned from 
discussed while deciding issue No. 2. Of course , 

him whichher ? his office . The witness 
if the claimants were not the employees of the 

has proved the ti ndance register Ex . M.W. 3/1 
management and they were either independent and this roristeronthly payments. Ex . M.W. 
contractors or their employees then naturally 

? 2 which he used in maintain on behalf of the 
there could be no relationship of master and claimant Shri Krichan L 1. The witness says that 
servant between them and the question of termi the rester Fr, M.W 3/2 hrnrs the verification of 
nation of their services could not possibly arise . the Insonctns at Ex . M.W.3/ 3 and he used to get 

these repicters checked . According to the evi 
Issue No. 2 . 

donge their witons : he also used to work for 
This is the main issue which requires decisions Jasmer Sinsh , Indrriit claimants and Bal Mukand , 
in this case and both the parties have produced " TW . ? und Prom prover? the attendance register 
evidence in support of their respective conten 

Fr. M.W.34which he maintained for the workers 
tions and have addressed lengthy arguments. The 

formoninped by Shri Inder Jit and Bal Mukand as 
learned representative of the management in the 

plan tho rerrister for the payment of wages marked 
course of his arguments raised two main points : 

7 3 5 . The morietars which Shri Jasmer 
( 1) It is proved by the documentary and oral Singh , mlajrant, vas curposed to be maintaining as 
evidence led by the management that out of the Contratom ara marlend Fx, M.W. 3/6 and 3/7 . 
claimants Sarvshiri Jasmer Singh , Krishan Lal and 

Thm voritno morr that he also used to prepare the 
Inder Jit executed regular deeds of contract in hills rernurlinn the war s done by the Contractors . 
favour of the management agreeing to work as Surpricinaivanori tha morord which this witness 
independent contractors and thus no contract of indin maintain na hehalf of the so called con 
service ever came into existence between them optr :::. rtill in hienossession . The witness 
and the management and that the other claimants oplnin : thont his primligrippe never demanded the 
were their employees , 

records from him 


1 


: 20 
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Shri Bal Mukand M.W.2 a Co - contractor of Contractor and only an Almirah and a table had 
Inderjit claimant has appeared as M.W./2 and he been provided to him by the management other 
also supports the case of the management. He wise he had no concern with them . 
says that he had worked as a contractor in the 
respondent firm for bout 5 years and that Shri This is all the evidence produced by the 
Inderjit claimant was his partner . The witness management and it may be stated at the very out 
hus proved the deed of contract Ex . M.W. 2/1 set that so far as the documents are concerned 
which were executed by him . The witness says the management have tried to make out a fool 
that for the purpose of doing the work they used proof case to show that the claimants were either 
to employ workers and that the attendance independent contractors or the persons employed 
rasister of their workers was maintained by one by them and as such there could be no relation 
Shri Laxmi Chand Munim to whom they used to ship of master and servant between the manage 
pay Rs. 4 per mensem . He says that Hari Krishan ment and the claimants, but a careful scrutiny of 
and Mam Raj claimants were employed by him . the evidence of the witnesses mentioned above 

Shri Ram Sarup and Antu Ram are supposed to would show that all the document bills, vouchers, 
be the employees of the claimant Jasmer Singh etc. which the management had got executed was 
They have appeared as M.W./4 and M.W./5 . Both nothing but commouflage to hide the real relation 
of them say that they were working under Jasmer ship of master and servants which existed between 
Singh who used to make payments, and the res- them and the claimants. The learned represen 
pondent firm never made any payment to them . tative of both the parties are agreed that in order 

Shri Bal Krishan Manager and partner of the to constitute the relation of master and servant 
respondent firm has appeared as M.W./6 . He has the master should not only provide work to the 
proved the various agreements which were execu- servant and make the payment to him but he 
ted by the contractors. The witness says that should also have a right to control and supervise 
Krishan Lal claimant executed an agreement the manner in which the servant performs his 
Ex . M.W. 6 : 1 , dated 4th October , 1966 with the duties while in the case of an independent contrac 
respondent firm under which he agreed to work tor, the employer has no such right. If the evi 
as an independent contractor and he was once dence produced by the management is examined 
prosecuted under the Factories Act by the Labour carefully in order to determine whether as a 
Inspector and that he was called as a witness in matter of fact the management did or did not 
that case . The witness says that Krishan Lal used exercise control and supervision regarding the 
to present his work bills every month and they manner in which the work was done, we find that 
used to make payments to him accordingly . The there is no evidence worth the name to prove that 
witness has also proved the agreement Ex. M.W. the claimants Sarvshri Jasmer Singh , Krishan Lal 
2 1 which the claimant Inderjit along with Bal and Inder Jit actually worked as independenta 
Mukand executed in favour of the management contractors . 
The witness says that payments to these persons The evidence of Shri Mukand Lal the so 
was made weekly on the basis of the bills submit- called contractor and Sarvshri Ram Sarup and 
ted by them and that Ex. M.W. 6/3 is one of such Antu Ram the so called employees of Jasmer 
bills. The agreement which Shri Jasmer Singh Singh claimant is absolutely silent on the ques 
along with Ram Sarup is supposed to have execu- tion of control and supervision regarding the 
tid brs also been proved and it is marked Ex. manner of working. 
M.W. 6 4 . The witness says that the payments to 

It appears to me that these witnesses are 
there persons used to be made on presentation of 
their bills and Ex. M.W.6/5 is one of such bills. repeating a prepared story and in fact they have 

no knowledge what so ever as to how the work 
The respondent firm has been depositing Provi 

was actually managed . Under the law , deduction 
dent Fund Contribution in respect of the persons from the wages of the workmen have to be made 
maploved by their 50 called contractors . The 

on account of Provident Fund and Employees 
srtnere has explained that as principle employers State Insurance Scheme. The witnesses have 
it was their duty to deposit provident fund contri- absolutely no idea of the details of these deduc 
bution on behalf of the employees employed by tions and Shri Mukand Lal the so called indepen 
the entractors and that the contractors used to dent contractor does not even know whether they 
‘upoly to them the details of the reduction which submitted any returns under the E.S.I. Scheme. 
had to be made from their employee . 

The 

The witness simply says that the Munim used to 
witness has proved the two statements marked take his signatures on some documents every 
Ex . M.W. 6/6 and M.W.6/7 which were submitted other day and he is not even in a position to say 
hy the claimant Shri Krishan Lal showing the what type of there documents were. He also 
details of the contribution of provident fund of admits that these 

that these documents are still in the 
the employees. The witness has also proved the possession of the Munim . If the documents in 
declaration form Ex M.W.6/8 . M.W.6/9. M.W.6 /10 question really belonged to the contractors then 
which were supplied by the claimants Shri they would have kept them in their own possession 
Inder Jit, Jasmer Singh and their partner Bal and if the documents were kept in a separate 
M11kand . According to the evidence of this Almirha provided by the management in their 
witnecs they never employed any supervisor to own office for the purpose of convenience the 
sup :: rvise the work of their contractors or the 

contractors would have taken away these docu 
persons employed by them . The witness says that ments at least when they stopped working for 
they had no right of supervision or control over the respondent but we find it was not done and 
the work of their contractors and thev never paid the respondent continued to retain possession or 
any honus to the persons employed by the contrac- control over these documents . The witnesses 
tor . nor they ever claim any bonus from them , be- also admit that the material machines , place . 
ru e thev knew that they were not entitled to power etc. all belonged to the respondent concern 
inim ry honus. The witness savs 

savs that the and they only charred for their 1shour according 
mmodement never granted leave to the persons to the work done by them . The rridence of Ram 
emploved by the Contractors and that Shri Laxmi Sarun and Anti Ram is ro better . They only 
Chand Munim was also an employee of the say, that they used to receive the payment from 
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even take and 


Jubau.er Sluk nd aut trorr the respondent firm . of well organ ed union would likely ana wiva 
Both of t.1977 Gift Iditurite . 

Shri Ram Sarup out protest sign or thurrb bark blank paper : ana 
tük.t :: 6 : 1, 6e van de nut wow the contents not even bring to the notice on the state buitei s 
ve Hauwelt : a wbuch as tüumb impression of the unions this unfair pracuce on the part of the 

IN 

Duor the endition of any regarding managernent. It is subthailtea that no complaini 
als 4 m ployeur 

was ever made to the police or the authoritie , of 
The aum . Ukis Ive true insight of the the Labour Department that the managemeal wa.: 
rzuch relativn : Hip wrich med between the so- indulging in any unfair labour practice and a ve 
cauld incependent contractors and the manage- claimants really considered therrlielves to be thi 
memil It is cilih bebani tha clamants being mostly direct employees of the respondent firm und nur 

Lliteratend dy wor unen they willingly affix- independent contractors or their employees they 
rd their churnb mipre yon or signatures on any would not have remained quiet for so lon : und 
Document on which the management required would have taken sit :p : to enforce their rivt 
vi tudo o tilal Liley may continue to remain 

much earlier. It is subroitted at : he :: vy Surder 
Imploy Dit lhi ad eum wages to make 

ay on the claimants to prove that the do 
in Suid. E. 

contracts were not legally enforceable bu xo".Dit 
W slow cwe 1: the evidence of Sh . Laxmi 

their validity has not been attached on any of th : 
( lnd . I WILO € 3 slso does not say any thing grounds allowed by law such as coercor , undu 
out supc.v : lun čud control regarding the man iniluence, fraud , mis- representation or mistake. Pie 

una maith a work was actually carried on . It is submitted that the :: e deede of contract viere 
4 : Liit pinulbake repeats that Krishan Lal etc. 
contr ctor withe respondent firm and he had attained the age of majority and with their 

entered into by persons who were of sound mind . 
maintain thuir registers and prepare free consent and therefore , there is no reason is tu 
11. , ; Etc He drust , that the old record of the why these agreements should not be enforced . 
contr : rtur : ol in his possession . It appears 
thout tai:. Witle in fact an employee of the There is no force in any of these submission : 
it...ilt vunc : r ) . He admits that he used to either . The learned representative of the manat 
itthe videf Ce Employees State Insurancement forgets that claimants are rot attacking the 
9 : "C " and plats indent for the supply of the deeds of contract on any of the legal grounds . 
I vllry on bthal of the respondent concern . 

Their only submission is that these deuds 
Hi. swit s this he and to 21 up the challan and of contract are merely commouflage and 
denuit the cuilcibus.on on behalf of the em papers transactions and order to deter 

of 
relationship 

muster 
pola wetu . Employers on behalf of the mine whether the 
do fir mes he did not 

servant actually existed between the 
d homiryers before produc- parties, all that is to be seen in whether the 
in tin 

Ourel.:: O : Dare " them and summoned management Exercised control or vupervision 
by the Chur". Ito tance of the management. regarding the manner of work by the claimant . 

...: tt Witze w employed simply It has already been pointed out that the manale 
for 11: OITOS 

O p ring the Slls etc and take ment has not produced any satisfactory evidence 
ti! .tuladh mprerions of the work . 

on this point. The claimant : have ed evidente: 
UTM 02 : * Of het"Prsity it can be shown 

to prove that they were working as ordinary 
it bey ... Prchaprant. contractor and not 

workmen and their work was supervised by th : 
pyes 

management . There is no reason to dis - helen 
:: 0 of Sh . Bal Krishan the evidence produced by the claimani . All thui 
P..rCI:10 uſ the respondent 

can be said again : t the claimants is that they 4. Via 
UNCUT !1:. Via : . 

nare 
iqt satisfactory . He is been submitting to the tyranny of the 
the he.d other nipindent concern and was in best 

ment for much to long and did not take any tep 
pou 10 Cour know as to how exactly to enforce their right earlier. Temere delay in 
the work of the respondent concern is carried on . 

coming to the Court for the purpose of enforce 
Adinitely the prindent concern also employment of their rights or an omission on their pourt 
WT 001 

bo work under their supervision and to complain to the author 
Orlo , il was incumbent on this witness to 

unfair labour practice in which the respondent 
unliehen me Court is to what was the difference firm was indulging can not change the real nature 
in the Citie:work dune by them and the so- of the relationship of master and servent which 
< !! 31 ( LX1! 12.6:10m , id in what runner the con- actually existed between them , After carefully 
1. ndependent of the supervision and 

considering all the evidence produced by the 
ti :) 

!n any wynion the contract deeds and parties, I am of the opinion that it ia satisfactorily 
uthut Joulent fich the respondent concern established that the claimants were just ordinary 
13 !1 rom the claimants from time to employees of the management. 

WIN 10.in : but commoudage and in fact Issue No. 3 
no * norht out regarding the 

In view of my decision on uue No. 2 it must 
I m : 1 

: : alueer performed be held that the termination of the services of 
cixir 01.is 

which the so- the claimant was not justified and in order bec312, 
pullari 

( 0 ritors nd their em 
plovi . 

being the employees, their scrie could not be 

terminated without giving them umy chart -sheet 
**?".:tive of the manage or an opportunity to show cause why their service : 

bsolutely no reason be not terminated . I therefore, hold that the 
stuhy the tri !!" of " de of contract exe 

termination of the services of the claimant is not 
kuted b : S : : tri , Siri Krishan Lal and 

entitied t ) by reinstatrai 
Indiei . 

!! , ubmitted that it justified and they are entitled to 

with full back wages. 
nyerance on the evi 
deriet ui 

* pe manager ent used Dated the 19th January , 1968. 
1.113 . Or signatures on 

P. THUKRAI.. 
bun pt. " ,,, !! V : it is impossible 

Presiding Oficer , 
ta 
ht ! who have the support 

Labour Court Rohtak 
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ilier 
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3 


1.18xY 


111 ! nner 


i1 


! !! 
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No. 129, dated the 22nd January , 1968 . 


Departments, Chandigarh , as required under sec 
tion 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 , 

P. N. THUKRAL , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court , Rohtak 
R. I, N. AHOOJA , Secy . 


This award is submitted to the Secretary to 
Government, Haryana, Labour and Employment 


AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT 


(FORESTS ) 


The 1st February , 1968 


No. 544 - Agri.- VII-68/ 3093.- Whereas it appears to the President of India that land is likely to be acquired 
by the Government at public expense for a public purpose , namely for forest plantation and other anti- soil erosion 
measures at Bhoj, Kothi, H.B. No. 323, tahsil Naraingarh , district Ambala ." Now , therefore, it is hereby notified 
that the land in the locality described below is likely to be required for the above purpose . 

This notification is made under the provisions of Section 4 of Land Acquisition Act, 1894 , to all whom 
it may concern . 


In exercise of the powers conferred by the aforesaid section , the President of India is pleased to authorise 
the officers /officials for the time being engaged in the undertaking with their servants and workmen to enter upon 
and survey the said land in the locality and do all other acts required or permitted by thatsection . 


Any person interested who has any objection to the acquisition of any land in the locality may within 
thirty days of the publication of this notification file an objection in writing before the Collector, Ambala . 


SPECIFICATION 


Area in Acres 


Name of Bhoj 


H.B. No. 


Tehsil 


District 


Total 
Area 


Cultivated 

area 


Un Area to 
measured be 

area acquired 


Acres 
1.409 


Acres 

246 


Acres 
1,163 


Acres 
1,163 


Kothi 


323 


Naraingarh 


Ambala 


S. K. CHHIBBER , Secy . 
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